Why have so many philosophers dismissed the experience machine? I believe that this trend is largely attributable to the fact that, almost without exception, discussions of the experience machine have focused on anti-hedonistic arguments that could plausibly be attributed to Nozick-arguments premised on what we would do if we were presented with the machine, what we should do in such a scenario, or what we desire or value. These arguments are highly problematic, as many have observed.
If alternative ways of invoking the experience machine against hedonism aren't noticed, then it might seem that the experience machine leaves hedonism unscathed.
Many commentators assume that if the experience machine threatens hedonism, it does so because it reveals that we intrinsically desire or value things besides pleasure, or more generally, how our lives feel from the inside. Kawall, Silverstein, Tännsjö, Baber, and Hewitt have all argued that unless we assume that some value-or desire-based theory of welfare is true, this putative fact doesn't imply that pleasure is not the only basic prudential good. 17 Moreover, Kawall, Weijers, and Felipe De Brigard have argued that it is unclear that we do in fact desire or value things besides pleasant experiences: perhaps our unwillingness to permanently plug into the machine is merely due to statusquo bias-an irrational preference for maintaining the status-quo. 18 After all, you might refuse to unplug from the machine if you discovered that your entire life had been spent inside it, and you might refuse to abandon your current life in favor of a more pleasant one even if the latter were merely to take place in a different part of the (real) world.
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Some commentators assume that any anti-hedonistic argument based on the machine must proceed via the premise that we wouldn't permanently plug in. 20 Hewitt has argued that our resistance to plugging in might be due to practical worries about the machine (e.g., can we be sure that it won't encounter technical difficulties?), and that this possibility cannot be ruled out by stipulating that no such practical problems will arise. 21 Barber has read Nozick as making the obviously problematic argument that (i) since we wouldn't plug in, we aren't hedonists, and that (ii) since we aren't 17 Kawall (1999), p. 385; Silverstein (2000) , pp. 285-89; Tännsjö (2007), pp. 94-95; Baber (2008), p. 135; Hewitt (2010), pp. 332-33, 344. 18 Kawall (1999), pp. 382-83; De Brigard (2010) ; Weijers (2014) . 19 De Brigard (2010) ; Kawall (1999), pp. 382-83. 20 There is overlap between this group of commentators and the previous one. For many believe that the role of the claim that we wouldn't plug in is to show that we value something besides how our lives feel from the inside. 21 Hewitt (2010) .
hedonists, hedonism is false. 22 Moreover, Fred Feldman has observed that from the premise that we would refuse to plug into the machine wholly out of concern for our own welfare, it doesn't follow that hedonism is false: for even if hedonism were true, we might refuse to plug in provided that we believed it to be false. 23 Some have assumed that if the experience machine counts against hedonism, it does so via the premise that we shouldn't permanently plug into it. But from the claim that we shouldn't plug in, nothing follows about welfare. As many have noted, it could be that we shouldn't plug in even though we would be better off if we did: maybe a life spent inside the machine would be undignified or would not befit a human being, and we have strong reasons to live a dignified life. Or perhaps we simply have strong reasons to keep commitments that we couldn't keep if we plugged in.
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Those who dismiss the experience machine evidently assume that it cannot be the basis for any plausible anti-hedonistic argument besides the ones just considered. For their dismissal of it is based simply on the fact that those arguments are failures. If they believed that there were any other plausible ways to invoke the experience machine against hedonism, they would have acknowledged this and represented themselves as merely arguing against certain specific anti-hedonistic arguments based on the experience machine. But as I will now argue, they are mistaken: there is a better way to use the experience machine against hedonism. Barber (2011 ), p. 262. 23 Feldman (2011 Silverstein (2000), pp. 290-93; Heathwood (2006), p. 553; Bradley (2009), p. 10. identical, except that in one of them, the person takes more pleasure in everything he enjoys. Most people will have the intuition that the life with more pleasure is higher in welfare.
The Experientially Identical Lifetime Comparison Argument
If we want to invoke the experience machine against hedonism, we should consider a case that appeals directly to our intuitions about welfare-not to intuitions about things that are imperfectly correlated with welfare. Not just any such case will do, however: it should be one in which we compare two lives (or intervals) that are experientially indistinguishable, and thus indistinguishable with respect to the pleasures and pains they contain.
To see why, consider Weijers's Stranger No Status Quo (NSQ) case, which he claims to be the best case involving the experience machine for testing the truth of hedonism. 25 In this case, a stranger has, unbeknownst to him, been "regularly switched" between real life and the machine, with 50% of his life so far spent in the real world and the other 50% spent in the machine. (This detail is designed to minimize status-quo bias.) We stipulate that experiences are "vastly more enjoyable and varied in the machine," and that "nearly all of [his] most enjoyable experiences occurred while he was in an
Experience Machine and nearly all of his least enjoyable experiences occurred while he was in reality." The stranger now has to decide whether to permanently plug into the machine or to spend the rest of his life in reality. Which choice would be best for him? Weijers polled 77 people and found that 42 of them (55%) thought that it would be best for the stranger to permanently plug in. He concludes that "experience machine scenarios do not provide evidence of widespread agreement about the relative intrinsic prudential value of reality and how our experiences feel to us on the inside," and that "contemplation of the experience machine should no longer give us a prima facie reason for rejecting hedonism." 26 The results do not support this interpretation, however. Given that the rest of the stranger's life would be tremendously more enjoyable if he plugged into the machine than if he didn't, it could be that he would be higher in welfare if he plugged in even though hedonism is false. For suppose that hedonism is false because pleasure and contact with reality are both basic goods. Perhaps the stranger would nevertheless be better off plugging in because the enormous quantities of extra pleasure that he would thereby obtain would be much better for him than the contact with reality that he would thereby forego. Thus, if a given life spent in the machine is hedonically better than a given life spent in the real world, you can coherently think that the former 25 Weijers (2014, p. 528) : "the Stranger NSQ scenario should be used, instead of any of the extant experience machine scenarios, for investigating the intrinsic prudential value of reality and how our experiences feel to us on the inside." 26 Weijers (2014), pp. 525-26, 528-29. life is higher in welfare even though you reject hedonism. For this reason, it could be that hedonism is rejected by many of the subjects who judged that it would be best for the stranger to plug in.
To put hedonism to the test, we should consider a case in which two lives are experientially and thus hedonically identical instead of a case in which the experience machine life is hedonically superior.
Consider two lives, A and B, that are experientially identical and thus identical with respect to the qualitative features, durations, and temporal distribution of the pleasures and pains they contain. The subject of A (call him Adam) spends his life in the real world, whereas the subject of B (call him Bill)
is plugged into an experience machine for his entire life. A is a good life of the sort available to citizens of Western countries. Let us stipulate that at no point does Bill interact with, or receive any care from, other human beings: thus, the experience machine runs entirely on its own, without any human intervention. Indeed, at no point after Bill's birth is any person even aware of his existence.
(His mother died during childbirth, she alone was aware of the pregnancy, and a robot plugged him into the machine immediately after he was born.) Do A and B contain the same total amount of welfare? I believe that many would join me in having the Comparison Intuition: A is at least somewhat higher in total welfare than B. This is an intuition, not a conclusion derived from other claims. But it is corroborated by the fact that there appears to be something especially pitiful about Bill. To pity someone is to feel bad for him on account of the fact that he is in certain respects badly off. Thus, if Bill warrants more pity than Adam, he must be lower in welfare.
Some might wonder how those who appear to have the Comparison Intuition can be sure that they really have this intuition, as opposed to merely having an intuition that A and B differ along some scale of evaluation other than welfare. Perhaps the content of the intuition is that A is better "from the point of view of the universe" than B, or that A is a more dignified life than B. Of course, certainty on these matters would not be warranted. But many would take themselves to have the Comparison Intuition even if they attended carefully to the possibility that A and B might differ on some other scale. It would be unreasonable to doubt that their intuition is about welfare, just as it would be unreasonable to have analogous doubts about those who claim to have the intuition that if two lives are exactly the same except that the second contains more pleasure, the second life is higher in welfare.
The Comparison Intuition yields a simple argument against hedonism. A particular thing is basically good (bad) for you just if it is good (bad) for you, but not solely in virtue of being suitably related to something else that is good (bad) for you. 27 It is analytic that your welfare during an interval of time is fixed by how basically good or bad for you during that interval everything is. 28 Thus, your lifetime welfare is fixed by how basically good or bad for you during your life everything is. 29 Hedonism says that pleasure is the only basic good and pain the only basic bad, and that the basic prudential value of a particular pleasure or pain-i.e., how basically good (bad) it is-is fixed by its qualitative features (e.g., intensity), its duration, and perhaps its temporal relations to other pleasures and pains. 30 Since
A and B are experientially identical, hedonism implies that they are equal in welfare. Thus, the
Comparison Intuition is incompatible with hedonism. Call this the Experientially Identical Lifetime
Comparison Argument-or the Comparison Argument, for short. We can represent it as follows:
(1) A is higher in welfare than B.
(2) If hedonism is true, then A is not higher in welfare than B.
(3) Therefore: Hedonism is false.
The objections that I considered earlier do not apply to this argument. The argument doesn't involve anyone's having the option of plugging into the machine, and it doesn't rely on any claims about whether we would or should plug in. It is not susceptible to the status-quo bias, since the status-quo for Adam is the real world and the status-quo for Bill is the experience machine. Nor does it rely on any claims about what we desire or value.
The Comparison Argument exemplifies a familiar strategy: to argue against a view according to which the A-facts supervene on the B-facts, produce a case in which there is intuitively a difference 27 Others speak instead of intrinsic goodness or badness, but this creates the misleading implication that it is analytic that how basically good a particular thing is supervenes on its intrinsic features. 28 This is compatible with the controversial view, endorsed by Bruckner (2013) and Dorsey (2013) , that if you have a future-oriented desire whose object obtains in the future, that object can be basically good for you now. For even though the time at which the object obtains is in the future, the time at which it is basically good is now. 29 We can leave open the possibility of posthumous benefits and harms by stipulating that, by a person's total lifetime well-being, we mean the total amount of welfare that she accrues during her life. This amount is wholly determined by how basically good or bad for her during her life all of the things that are good or bad for her are. 30 Feldman (2004) proposes hedonistic views on which the basic prudential value of a pleasure is determined in part by other factors, such as the truth value of its object. But as Olsaretti (2007) and Zimmerman (2007) have argued, it is doubtful that such views are genuine versions of hedonism. In Lin (2014) , I explain how a variant on the present argument can be used to argue against such views.
in the A-facts without a difference in the B-facts. Surprisingly, however, the argument has been almost entirely ignored in the literature. To my knowledge, only Roger Crisp discusses it-and very briefly. 31 The argument is not mentioned by any of the philosophers who claim that the experience machine leaves hedonism unscathed-even those whose papers postdate Crisp's discussion. Indeed, in a 2014 survey paper purporting to be "exhaustive of all the published paper-length attempts to refute the experience machine objection to hedonism during the last 15 years and indicative of all of the types of critical responses to the experience machine object to hedonism to date," Dan Weijers and Vanessa Schouten make no mention of anything like the Comparison Argument. 32 Instead, they represent every anti-hedonistic argument involving the experience machine as relying on the claims (i) that a life in the experience machine would be experientially superior to a life in the real world, and
(ii) that we value contact with reality or prefer life in the real world to life in the machine.
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The Comparison Argument is valid, and its second premise is unquestionably true, but it isn't a knockdown refutation of hedonism. For however intuitively compelling its first premise is, it is not indubitable. Since I doubt that the experience machine could be the basis of an even more decisive argument against hedonism, I agree with those who claim that it doesn't yield a knockdown refutation of hedonism. On the other hand, I believe that the Comparison Argument gives us pro tanto reasons to reject hedonism. In other words, the argument is some evidence for the falsity of hedonism. When tallying up the pros and cons of hedonism, the fact that it is incompatible with the Comparison Intuition should be listed as one of the cons.
This might seem obvious. If a theory has a counterintuitive implication, then presumably, this counts against the theory at least to some degree. So surely, hedonism's incompatibility with the Comparison Intuition is a pro tanto reason to reject hedonism. But there are two reasons why some might disagree. First, the Comparison Argument might be suspected of begging the question.
Second, it might be argued we can undercut anti-hedonistic intuitions by telling a plausible debunking story about their origins. In the remainder of the paper, I will argue that these are not good reasons to deny that the Comparison Argument counts against hedonism. 31 Crisp (2006), p. 118. Heathwood (2010, pp. 649-50) comes close: he discusses an argument in which it is claimed that, if you were "just taking yourself into account," you would prefer a life in the real world to an experientially identical life in an experience machine. Feldman (2011, pp. 80-81) views, it doesn't follow that it gives us no evidence for the falsity of hedonism. 35 Although any committed hedonist would reject the claim that A is higher in welfare than B, many people will have the intuition that A is higher in welfare than B, and those people will therefore have some evidence that hedonism is false. Indeed, the committed hedonist could be among those who possess this evidence, since she could share the relevant intuition in spite of her commitment to hedonism. 34 Moreover, notice that the Comparison Argument cannot be thought to beg the question simply because its premises cannot all be true unless its conclusion is true: for all valid arguments are like this, but not all valid arguments beg the question. Nor can it be thought to beg the question simply because any reason to doubt its conclusion would also be a reason to doubt that all of its premises are true. For once again, all valid arguments are like this. These familiar points are made by Jackson (1987, pp. 100-01) , among others. 35 See Pryor (2004) , who argues that an argument can provide justification for its conclusion even if it is dialectically ineffective relative to certain audiences. it. It could be that most hedonists accept hedonism in full awareness that its incompatibility with the Comparison Intuition is a pro tanto reason to reject it: it's just that they believe this reason to be outweighed by reasons to accept it. Indeed, the thought that the intuition has already been "priced in" to their credences suggests that they may have already lowered those credences in response to it.
Such an adjustment would be warranted only if the intuition provides evidence against hedonism.
Moreover, it is not obvious that most hedonists are already aware that hedonism is incompatible with the Comparison Intuition-though they would presumably become aware of this as soon as they considered the issue. As I said earlier, there has been very little discussion of the Comparison Argument in the literature.
As far as I can see, the Comparison Argument doesn't beg the question in any way that suggests that it fails to give us pro tanto reasons to reject hedonism.
Debunking Anti-Hedonistic Intuitions
There is another reason one might doubt that the Comparison Argument provides evidence against hedonism: perhaps we can undercut anti-hedonistic intuitions by telling a debunking story about their origins. This has been suggested by Silverstein, and more briefly, by Crisp and Hewitt. 40 I will focus on rebutting Silverstein's version of this objection, since it is the most detailed one. But the core of my response could be adapted to Crisp and Hewitt.
Drawing on some remarks by Brandt and Railton, Silverstein gives the following argument for dismissing anti-hedonistic intuitions (such as the Comparison Intuition). When acting on a desire leads to pleasure, this desire is positively reinforced in the sense that we are more likely to retain it and to act on it in the future. When acting on a desire leads to displeasure, this desire is negatively reinforced. Thus, the desires that we have and act on are largely ones that have led to pleasure when we have acted on them in the past. Now, pleasure is more easily achieved by someone who intrinsically desires other things than by someone who intrinsically desires only pleasure: this is the paradox of hedonism. Thus, we should expect to have intrinsic desires for things besides pleasure, since these desires will have been positively reinforced via their tendency to produce pleasure. And we should also expect not to have a desire to maximize pleasure at any cost, since such a desire will have been negatively reinforced. In this way, pleasure ultimately explains why we have all of the desires that we have-including our intrinsic desires for things other than pleasure. Moreover, our evaluative intuitions reflect our intrinsic desires, in the sense that the things that intuitively strike us as basically good for us tend to be precisely the ones that we intrinsically desire. 41 Silverstein (who uses the term 'happiness' interchangeably with 'pleasure') claims that this shows that we should distrust our anti-hedonistic intuitions:
[O]ur experience machine intuitions reflect our desire to remain connected to the real world, to track reality. But… the desire to track reality owes its hold upon us to the role it has played in the creation of happiness…. Our intuitive views about what is prudentially good, the views upon which the experience machine argument relies, owe their existence to happiness. We miss the mark, then, if we take our intuitions about the experience machine as evidence against hedonism…. Even though it leads us away from happiness in the case of the experience machine, our desire to track reality points indirectly to happiness…. The mere existence of our intuitions against the experience machine should not lead us to reject hedonism. Contrary to appearances, those intuitions point-albeit circuitously-to happiness. And as a result, they no longer seem to contradict the claim that happiness is the only thing of intrinsic prudential value.
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Because our intuitions about basic goodness reflect our intrinsic desires, and because we have whatever intrinsic desires have led to pleasure when acted upon, we should not regard our antihedonistic intuitions as evidence against hedonism. Thus, Silverstein concludes, we should reject even the weak claim that our anti-hedonistic intuitions about the experience machine "are at the very 41 Silverstein (2000), pp. 293-96. 42 Silverstein (2000), p. 296. least a strike against hedonism" and that they at least "provide some sort of information about our well-being" (i.e., some evidence that hedonism is false).
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Before I evaluate this argument, let me explain what it would take for it to succeed. Whether hedonism is true is a question in the normative ethics of welfare, and debates in the normative ethics of welfare cannot get started without evaluative intuitions. One cannot even begin to make a case for hedonism without appealing to intuitions about pleasure and pain (e.g., that if two lives are identical, except that one of them contains more pleasure than the other, the life containing more pleasure is higher in welfare). Analogous claims are true of any other theory of welfare. Thus, the project that we and Silverstein are engaged in assumes that at least some evaluative intuitions are evidence. If Silverstein's argument turned out to show that none of our evaluative intuitions provide evidence for anything, then it would show too much. Thus, the aim of his argument is not to undermine the evidential force of all evaluative intuitions, but to show that anti-hedonistic intuitions (such as the Comparison Intuition) are especially unreliable. If the argument discredited all of our intuitions equally, it would undermine the entire normative ethical debate about welfare, rather than constituting a gambit on behalf of hedonism in that debate. Silverstein is suggesting that because pleasure is the thing that ultimately explains why we have the intuitions that we do, those among our intuitions that count against hedonism are-unlike other intuitions-devoid of evidential force.
Silverstein's argument does not discredit anti-hedonistic intuitions more than it does other intuitions, however. The conclusion that our anti-hedonistic intuitions should be distrusted is meant to follow from two crucial claims: (i) that our evaluative intuitions reflect our intrinsic desires and (ii) that our intrinsic desires are formed in such a way that we have no reason to expect their objects to be basically good for us. But if those two claims imply that our anti-hedonistic intuitions are unreliable, they imply the same thing about all of our evaluative intuitions. After all, Silverstein claims that all of our intuitions (not just the anti-hedonistic ones) reflect our intrinsic desires, and that all of our intrinsic desires (not just the ones for things besides pleasure) are formed in such a way that we have no reason to expect their objects to be basically good for us. The fact that, on his picture, it is pleasure that ultimately explains our desires may create the impression that anti-hedonistic intuitions are especially unreliable, or that hedonistic intuitions are immune to the argument. But this impression is mistaken. The story about how pleasure explains our desires plays no role besides supporting the 43 Silverstein (2000), p. 299.
claim that, given how our intrinsic desires are formed, there is no reason to expect their objects to be basically good for us. The argument would be no worse off if Silverstein had suggested instead that all of our desires are reinforced in accordance with whether they lead to food, sex, or something else. As long as we accept some causal story about the formation of our desires on which we have no reason to think that we intrinsically desire things in proportion to how basically good they are, and as long as we grant that the things that intuitively strike us as basically good tend to be precisely the things that we intrinsically desire, the argument condemns all of our evaluative intuitions equally. Silverstein does not tell us how the truth of hedonism could explain the truth of the psychological story about desire-formation that he proposes. Though I do not object in general to the idea that an evaluative truth could explain a descriptive one, I don't see how this particular explanation would go.
Unless we posit a benevolent deity, wouldn't it be a mysterious coincidence that all of our desires are reinforced in accordance with how well they lead to the sole basic good? If we believed that our desires are reinforced in accordance with whether they lead to the propagation of our genes, we 44 See Street (2006, pp. 155) , who claims that a dilemma analogous to her Darwinian dilemma for value realism "could be constructed using any kind of causal influence on the content of our evaluative judgements." 45 Silverstein (2000) , p. 297.
impression that Silverstein's story supports hedonism is an illusion. 47 Once we see this, it is even clearer that the story does no work besides supporting the claim that we have no reason to think that we intrinsically desire things in proportion to how basically good they are. For even if the role of pleasure in the story were replaced by something else (e.g., the propagation of our genes), the argument would raise no less of a worry about the reliability of our intuitions.
Thus, Silverstein has told a story about the formation and retention of our desires (and about the relationship between our evaluative intuitions and our desires) that threatens to debunk all of our evaluative intuitions-including those that support hedonism. The fact (if it is one) that our desires are reinforced in accordance with whether they lead to pleasure does not show that hedonistic intuitions are more reliable than other ones. For as I have just argued, the supposed fact that our desires are reinforced in this manner is not evidence for the truth of hedonism.
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With these considerations in view, we can offer two responses. First, Silverstein hasn't given us sufficient reason to believe that our evaluative intuitions reflect our intrinsic desires and that our desires are reinforced in accordance with whether they lead to pleasure. 49 The psychological picture that he sketches is, at best, a plausible hypothesis. Thus, even if the truth of this picture would imply that anti-hedonistic intuitions are no evidence against hedonism, as things stand, this conclusion would be premature. Since we have insufficient reason to believe it, Silverstein's picture doesn't show that the Comparison Intuition provides no evidence at all against hedonism. (Given the current state of the sciences, the same would likely be true of many other empirical hypotheses about the origins of our evaluative intuitions that might be invoked to debunk anti-hedonistic intuitions.) 46 This assumes the falsity of the reductive view that to be a basic good just is to be something that plays the role vis-à-vis our desires that Silverstein says is played by pleasure. I find this view implausible, but I cannot prove that it is false here. Silverstein and other defenders of hedonism against the experience machine do not endorse such a view. 47 Silverstein only considers a version of the experience machine argument in which the fact that we desire things besides pleasure is thought to count against hedonism. Perhaps his claim is that any advocate of this version of the argument should regard the truth of the psychological story about desire formation as evidence that pleasure is the only basic good, since any such advocate already posits a tight connection between what we desire and what is basically good for us. Whether or not he is right about this, I maintain that the truth of his psychological story would not in fact support hedonism. 48 Similarly, the putative fact that we have the evaluative outlook that we do because it enhances reproductive fitness doesn't show that the judgment that reproductive fitness is good is more reliable than the rest of our evaluative judgments. Street (2006) argues that the evolutionary influence on our evaluative outlook undermines realism about value altogether; she doesn't claim that it supports a view on which reproductive fitness is the sole, or central, good. 49 Silverstein (2000, p. 294 n47) writes that Brandt gives a "thorough and persuasive defense" of the latter claim, but he provides no evidence for the former claim.
Second, and more importantly, Silverstein's argument proves too much. If it shows that our antihedonistic intuitions are no evidence against hedonism, then it also shows that all of our evaluative intuitions are no evidence for anything. Perhaps this will turn out to be true at the end of the day: perhaps a debunking argument will be produced that undermines all of our evaluative intuitions. But this is a possibility that threatens to undermine normative ethics entirely, not one that can selectively be invoked in favor of one normative ethical view over another. 50 If, for the time being, we are entitled (as I assume we are) to continue discussing whether hedonism is true, it cannot be claimed that anti-hedonistic intuitions are of no evidential value. If the Comparison Intuition is true, then hedonism is false. We cannot be sure that the intuition is true, so it doesn't give us a knockdown argument-one that would warrant us in rejecting hedonism come what may. Theory choice is a holistic matter, and we cannot just tally up hedonism's disadvantages while ignoring its advantages.
Nor can we ignore the possibility that the intuition is misleading. But the fact that hedonism contradicts the intuition is a disadvantage-i.e., a pro tanto reason to think that hedonism is false.
Conclusion
I have argued for a moderate claim: although the experience machine doesn't yield a decisive refutation of hedonism, it gives us some evidence against hedonism. Some readers might think that this claim is obviously true, and thus not worth arguing for. I would refer them to the many recent discussions of the experience machine in which the claim is denied. In arguing for this claim, I don't pretend to have established anything especially surprising. My aim has merely been to correct one of the excesses of the recent literature.
I have also argued that those who wish to use the experience machine to cast doubt on hedonism 
